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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -24 are presented for examination. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1 -24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Berger et al. (US PG Pub No. US 2003/0014466 A1), in view of McMillan et al. (US PG 
Pub No. US 2005/0076326 A1 ), in view of Armstrong et al. (US PG Pub No. US 
2002/0156824 A1 ), further in view of Karp et al. (US Pat No. 7,032,222). 

4. Armstrong was disclosed in IDS date 10/03/2005. Berger was disclosed in IDS 
dated 09/18/2007. 

5. Regarding claim 1 , Berger teaches a machine-implemented method, comprising: 
establishing, within a global operating system environment provided by an 

operating system, a non-global partition which serves to isolate processes running 
within the non-global partition from at least one other non-global partitions within the 
global operating system environment, wherein each of the non-global operating system 
partitions do not each have a separate operating system kernel executing therein 
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([0035] lines 9-14, wherein an operating system sets up logically protected computing 
environments or compartments). 

6. Berger does not explicitly teach that each of the non-global partitions comprises 
a distinct file system. McMillan teaches the use of separate file systems for each of a 
semi-independent virtual OS environments operating within the scope of a main 
operating system ([0008]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to try to modify Berger to explicitly teach a separate file 
system for each partition. One would be motivated by the desire to provide better 
isolation from each of the other environments as taught by McMillan. 

7. Berger does not teach associating a resource limit with the non-global partition 
wherein the first resource limit indicates a maximum amount of a particular resource 
that can be allocated to the non-global partition. 

8. Armstrong teaches the use of processor resource pools in logically partitioned 
system ([001 1-0013]). Each capped partition is constrained to utilize no more than the 
specified processing capability allocated to the partition ([0013]). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Berger to 
include processor resource pools. Since Berger only discloses methods to assign 
network resources, one would be motivated by the desire to include a way of assigning 
each compartment in Berger to a processor resource pool. 
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9. Berger, McMillan, and Armstrong do not explicitly teach associating a second 
resource limit with a first group of processes within the non-global partition, wherein the 
second resource limit indicates a maximum amount of the particular resource that can 
be allocated to the first group of processes; and associating a third resource limit with a 
second group of processes within the non-global partition, wherein the third resource 
limit indicates a maximum amount of the particular resource that can be allocated to the 
second group of processes. 

1 0. Karp teaches a flexible allocation of resources to users which utilizes multiple 
resource limits. Karp teaches a high watermark limit which is the maximum amount of 
resources available (col 3 lines 45-46) and hard limits that are assigned to each user 
wherein each user can have multiple tasks (col 3 line 63 to col 4 line 22). 

11. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Berger and 
Armstrong to set resource limits on multiple groups of processes running within the non- 
global partition such as taught by Karp. One would be motivated by the desire to share 
the resources among the various tasks within each partition and prohibit any one task 
from blocking other tasks from executing. 

12. Regarding claim 2, Armstrong teaches that a global partition administrator sets 
the first resource limit ([0025]). 

13. Regarding claim 3, Armstrong teaches that a non-global partition administrator 
sets the second resource limit ([0036]). 
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14. Regarding claim 4, Armstrong teaches: receiving a resource allocation request 
for the particular resource from a process executing in the group of processes; 
determining an amount of the particular resource that can be allocated; and allocating 
the determined amount to the group of processes ([0035], wherein it is inherent that 
processes running under an operating system request resources, and operating 
systems allocate the resources accordingly). 

15. Regarding claim 5, Berger, McMillan, Armstrong, and Karp do not explicitly 
teach: calculating an available amount of the particular resource, and wherein if the 
resource allocation request is less than or equal to the available amount, then the 
determined amount is set to the amount of the resource allocation request. 

16. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to set the determined amount to the amount of the resource allocation 
request. It is old and well known to allocate resources if such resources are sufficiently 
available. 

17. Regarding claim 6, Berger, McMillan, Armstrong, and Karp do not explicitly teach 
wherein if the resource allocation request is greater than the available amount, then the 
determined amount is set to the available amount. 
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18. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to set the determined amount to the available amount. It is old and well 
known to allocate resources to an amount that is available. 

19. Regarding claim 7, Berger, McMillan, Armstrong, and Karp do not teach wherein 
if the resource allocation request is greater than the available amount, then the 
determined amount is set to zero. 

20. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to set the determined amount to zero. It is old and well known the deny 
requests if such requests cannot be completely fulfilled. One would be motivated by the 
desire to allocate zero resources to the requester is the request could not be completely 
fulfilled. 

21 . Regarding claim 8, Berger, McMillan, Armstrong, and Karp do not teach wherein 
calculating further comprises: calculating a first amount by subtracting the total amount 
of the particular resource allocated to the non-global partition from the first resource 
limit; calculating a second amount by subtracting the total amount of the particular 
resource allocated to the group of processes from the second resource limit; and setting 
the available amount to the lower of the first amount and the second amount. 

22. It is well known in the art to subtract the amount consumed from the total amount 
to realize the amount available. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to calculate an available amount using 
this method and choosing the lesser of the amounts to determine the amount available. 

23. Regarding claims 9-24 they are the machine-readable medium and apparatus 
claims of claims 1-8 above. Therefore they are rejected for the same reasons as claims 
1 -8 above. 

Response to Arguments 

24. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-24 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

25. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Eric C. Wai whose telephone number is 571-270-1012. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs, 9am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng - Ai An can be reached on 571-272-3756. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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